The study focuses on poverty and inequality in Pakistan using Pakistan Social and Living Standard Measurement (PSLM) survey data of 2005 -06 and 2010-11. Alkire and Foster (2007 
Introduction:
Uni-dimensional poverty is unable to capture a true picture of poverty because poverty is more than income deprivation. Multi-dimensional poverty measures have taken place of unidimensional poverty measures because an improvement in income does not guarantee an improvement in other dimensions like health, education and living standard. According to capability approach, poverty is not only deprivation of income rather it is deprivation of other social indicators, i.e. health, education and other capabilities. Poverty is not the state of deprivation of certain level of income, i.e. one dollar per day or two dollars per day but poverty is a state of multiple deprivations that poor faces. This multiplicity of dimensions leads to a broad definition of poverty. Multidimensional poverty does not fluctuate due to inflation. So, this is a relatively stable measure. Indicators reflect a relatively long term accumulation of welfare. Alkire and Santos (2010) encapsulate certain limitations of uni-dimensional poverty. There are fundamental flaws completely concentrating upon consumption or income data while scrutinizing poverty. Consequently, Poverty is now usually estimated in multidimensional context. Although measuring MPI is a difficult task but due to the importance of MPI developed and developing countries have adopted multi-dimensional poverty estimation. First empirical implementation of capability approach has been evolved through introduction to HDI in the first Human Development Report (HDR) in 1990 by UNDP. HDI has two major flaws; firstly, it does not concentrate on most deprived population and it overlooks the dispersion of destitution among dimensions and households. Secondly, it merely focuses on averages of health, education and income at national level. To overcome erstwhile, UNDP formulated Human Poverty Index HPI in 1997 which looked like HDI, but it deals with those people who live below some threshold of income. Owing to the second curb, various multidimensional poverty measures have been introduced (i.e. Bourgignon and Chakravarty (2003) , Jayaraj and Subramnian (2010) , and Alkire and Foster (2009) .
People care about many features of their living along with income e.g. health, education, employment opportunities etc. These non-monetary aspects of their life are non-tradable and semi-correlated with each other. So, multidimensional nature of wellbeing is required to incorporate other dimensions comprehensively in measuring poverty and inequality. After Sen"s broad capability approach, limitation of monetary analysis, and adoption of MDGs converted the attention of researchers as well as policy makers towards multidimensional measurement of wellbeing. Present study focuses on multidimensional analysis of development measures (Poverty, inequality, etc.) in Pakistan.
In Pakistan, for alleviation of poverty, different social programs, like Benazir Income Support Program (BISP) and Wasila-e-Rozgar scheme etc., have been introduced. Implementation of Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSP) approach and pledge to achieve Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by Government of Pakistan reveal the importance of and need of poverty reduction. All poverty reduction strategies and social safety nets require the accurate analysis of poverty estimates to reach the primal objective of these programmes.
Many studies in 1990"s have put a great emphasis on the relationship between economic growth, inequality and poverty like Bourguignon, Morrisson (2002) Atkinson, Brandolini (2004) and Milanovic (2005) . It is considered that the combination of economic growth and inequality reduction policies are the key determinants of poverty reduction. Eradication of poverty is one of the most important objectives of all countries but the question arises, how to tackle this ambiguous problem? To answer this question idea of pro-poor growth emerged in early twenty"s. Growth which favours the poor and decreases relative poverty is called propoor growth.
For achieving eight Millennium Development Goals, it is necessary to gauge the multidimensionality of poverty, inequality and pro-poor growth.
Main objective of this study is to measure multidimensional poverty and multidimensional inequality in Pakistan. Rest of the study is organized as section 2 gives literature review.
Section 3 illustrates data and methodology. Results are discussed in section 4. Section 5 presents conclusion and policy implications.
Literature Review:
After Capability approach proposed by Amartya Sen, many authors and institutions started to develop methods for multidimensional poverty estimation and comparisons. The Millennium Development Goals upraised the importance of multidimensional poverty. A basic chore for research has been to develop a coherent framework for measuring multidimensional poverty that has built on uni-dimensional techniques and can be extended on other dimensions of deprivation. Böhnke and Delhey (1999) Purchasing Power Parity Index (PPP) used to update unit of account (income). Self-reported health used as health proxy and income as material wellbeing for measuring multidimensional poverty and inequality. Results drawn from the study illustrate that Germany has lowest level of poverty and Inequality in income context whereas most unequal in multidimensional context while France has lowest level of multidimensional inequality.
Thus multi-dimensional inequality gave true picture than uni-dimensional inequality. Results also depicted a worse picture of inequality in urban areas than rural areas.
Expenditures share by decile ratio depicted that during the given time period, the gap between rich and poor was widening.
Naveed and Islam (2010) multidimensional inequality three welfare dimensions were used i.e. health, education and income. Self-reported health and post government income equalized per adult were used for health, education and income respectively. The study applied Maasoumi (1986) multidimensional index and assign weights as proposed by Decancq and Lugo (2012) .the results of the study showed an increasing trend in uni-dimensional as well as multidimensional inequality. Jordá et al. (2013) where is identification cut-off as described above. =1 represents identification criteria is union approach while if = the identification approach is intersection approach.
By employing identification function, we get set of poor household, defined as .
Let"s define a censor matrix, having zero and one values for non-poor and poor households respectively. As in uni-dimensional poverty measurement non-poor households are given zero value and else one, same is done in multidimensional poverty. We can say any non-poor person is given zero in uni-dimensional approach the same is needed to be done in multidimensional approach censor or replace with achievement of poverty line is zero any deprivation experienced by non-poor so that mean this deprivation has no meaning. A censor matrix is constructed from by interchanging its n th row with zeros when the household is multidimensional non-deprived i.e. , so that . This censored matrix will be used in subsequent analysis e.g. the headcount ratio, the poverty gap, etc. To overcome these issues Alkire and Foster proposed adjusted FGT class of measures; which includes additional information regarding the extent of deprivation faced by poor household.
The share of dimension to n th household"s poverty is represented by ⁄ , hence average deprivation share across the household A is given by ⁄ , where N is the maximum number of deprivation which a household can experience. In other words, it gives the fraction of dimensions in which average household experienced multidimensional poverty.
Adjusted class of measures has given below:
( for For , FGT class of measure belong to the headcount ratio, which is given below:
( For This is a simple product of the average share of deprivation with raw headcount ratio. The next step of MPI is to identify the households which are multidimensionality poor for which first of all derivational score vector "s" is defined by using the weighted deprivation matrix whose N th element "S N "= ∑ denotes the sum of weighted deprivations suffered by the household "N". Formally, this can be represented as
The value of vector " " lies between 1 and . Then second cut-off is applied across column vector "s". Now the poverty cut-off should be a real number " ", satisfying
, instead of being a positive integer. There are three approaches of identification i.e. intersection approach, union approach and dual cut-off approach. . =1 represents identification criteria is union approach, while = indicate intersection approach, and if the identification approach will be dual cut-off. Weighted multidimensional poverty indices are similar as before.
A censor matrix is constructed from by interchanging its n th row with zeros when the household is multidimensional non-deprived i.e.
, so that . The adjusted FGT multidimensional poverty measure is defined as:
( for Value of determines whether the poverty measure is headcount ratio, poverty gap or square poverty gap.
The most important property of Alkire and Foster methodology is that it can be decomposed by groups as well as by dimension. According to this property, the overall poverty level of population is equal to the weighted average level of poverty in subgroup. Let suppose a country has two subgroups with distribution of achievements Q 1 and Q 2 and population of subgroups is N 1 and N2 respectively. The total population is N (which is equal to N 1 +N 2 ) so the overall poverty is defined as:
It can be extended by any number of subgroup. This property is very useful for poverty profile and poverty targeting.
Family of multidimensional FGT measures can also be decomposed by dimensions as:
∑ ⁄
Where is the column of censored deprivation matrix . Contribution of dimension to overall poverty can be defined as;
⁄
It is interpreted as the percent contribution of dimension to overall MPI. MPI can be measured at individual or household level through AF methodology, but if we select individual as a unit of analysis there might be a problem of data availability. In Micro survey expenditures, detail is present only on household level so it is most appropriate to analyse poverty on household level. In this study unit of analysis is household level.
Multidimensional inequality:
Fisher (1956) Gini is defined as below:
The value of Gini coefficient lies between zero and one (0<Gini<1). Gini coefficient equal to zero shows a perfectly equal distribution of income (every person has the same level of income) while equal to one shows a perfectly unequal distribution of income (some persons have more income and some have less income). Value of Gini coefficient close to zero shows more equal distribution of income while close to zero shows unequal distribution. 
Results and Discussion:

Multidimensional poverty
Poverty is not merely the lack of certain level of income/ expenditures. Income or expenditures are not only the determinant of poverty, many factors other than income/expenditures also contribute in poverty like poor health, lack of education , poor housing and low living standard. Poverty is something beyond income deprivation. This study has estimated MPI at national level, provincial level as well as regional level.
Multidimensional Poverty at National Level:
This study applied Alkire and Foster (2007) methodology by using four dimensions; health, education, expenditures and living standard for measuring multidimensional poverty. Figure   1shows the percentage of multidimensional deprived people by using ten indicators under the umbrella of four dimensions and by using equal weights. In 2005-06 51 percent people were multidimensional deprived whereas 49 percent people are multidimensional non-deprived in line with Awan et al. (2012) . In 2010-11 expenditure poor were 12 percent in Pakistan while multidimensional poor were almost three times greater than expenditure. The reduction rate in multidimensional poverty was 0.05 percent per annum. Figure 8 represents that in 2010-11 contribution of these dimensions has declined from 66 percent to 62 percent in overall poverty. It means still these four indicators have major share in overall poverty. Poverty reduction policies must target these indicators for significant reduction of overall poverty.
In multidimensional poverty, poverty cutoff, minimal level of deprivation above which a household is declared as poor is required to be fixed. The aggregate cutoff is just like a poverty line falling lower than or at the poverty line person is considered as poor.
Multidimensional poor at different cut-off levels are given in Figure 9 . It represents that at poverty cut-off equal to two (k=2), headcount ratio is 92 percent this is a union approach while at k=10 there is no poverty at all, this is the intersection approach. Union approach overestimates while the intersection approach underestimates the poverty. According to dual cut off approach, poverty cut off "K" must lie between two approaches at "K-2" headcount ratio is 72 percent. As "K" increases headcount ratio decreases such as at k equal to 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 headcount ratio is 51 percent, 37 percent,28 percent, 17 percent, 11 percent and 2 percent respectively. Figure 10 shows headcount ratio for 2010-11. According to union approach headcount ratio is 69 percent whereas intersection approach shows 0 percent headcount ratio for 2010-11. Regarding dual cut off approach, poverty cut off "K" must be lie between two approaches. at "K-2" headcount ratio is 72 percent. As "K" increases headcount ratio decreases such as at k equal to 2,3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 headcount ration is 54 percent, 36 percent, 23 percent, 15 percent, 9 percent, 4 percent and 2 percent respectively. The estimates of headcount ratio illustrates that multidimensional poverty has decline at all cut offs during 2005-06 to 2010-11.
Alkire and Foster methodology take into consideration the intensity of deprivation also. Table   1 shows the intensity of deprivation as well as adjusted multidimensional headcount ratio for the year 2005-06. Column 1shows different cut offs (K), column 2 shows headcount ratio (H), column 3 shows intensity of multidimensional deprivation(A) whereas column 4 represents adjusted headcount ratio(M 0 ) which is the product of the raw headcount ratio and intensity of deprivation. At K=2 adjusted headcount ratio is 0.3682(36.82 percent) and it declines as K increases. Headcount is 91.86 percent and intensity is 40 percent which means that 91.86 percent households are poor in 40 percent dimensions on average. Value of "A" increases as "K" increases. Table 2 shows the multidimensional poverty estimates for the year of 2010-11.
Multidimensional poverty has declined over time. Here also as "K" increases intensity also increases while the raw headcount ratio increases too. Usually 33.3 percent "K" is used as the poverty line which means that if a household has more than 33.3 percent deprivation then it is declared to be multidimensional poor.
Results of Inequality in Pakistan
This study analysed inequality in wellbeing in Standard Gini coefficient possessed the value of equal to 2. This study computed Gini
Coefficient for two values of delta one value was equal to 2 and other was 5 which represent the higher weight for bottom distribution. Results are given below; declining trend from 0.32 to 0.29 for delta equal to two and more sever when value of =5 but inequality has decreased for both values of delta. Health risk inequality has increased from 0.19 to 0.21for delta equal to 2 and also increased 0.34 to 0.38 for delta equal to 5.
Education inequality declined for delta equal to 2 and remained same when value of delta is 5. Multidimensional inequality showed slightly decline in dispersion when the delta is 2 but showed no significant reduction in dispersion for delta equal to 5. Welfare index showed welfare has only 1 percent reduction for both values of delta and welfare has declined about 26 percent with the increase in value of delta from 2 to 5. Trend of results was in line with Koen (2012) . Upshot, results showed that from 2005-06 consumption inequality has declined about 3 percent while multidimensional inequality has declined only 1 percent.
